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assumed to have been true. The idea of the triangle is similarly not
increased when we have remarked in it certain properties previously
ignored. Further I should inform you that the idea of God is not
formed by us seriatim by amplifying the perfections of created
beings, but is constituted as a whole at one time by the fact that
mentally we apprehend an infinite being that, is incapable of any
amplification.

When you ask whence 1 get my proof that the idea of God is, as
it were, the mark of a workman imprinted on his ivork, and what is
the mode in which it is impressed, what is the form of that mark1, it
is very much as if I, coming across a picture which showed a
technique that pointed to Apelles alone as the painter, were to say
that that inimitable technique was, so to speak, a mark impressed
by Apelles on all his pictures in order to distinguish them from
others, but you replied with the questions: f what is the form of
that mark ?' and ' what is its mode of impression ?' Such an
enquiry would seem to merit laughter rather than any reply.

What answer do you deserve when you go on to say : if it is not
other than the work or thing itself, you yourself then are an idea,
you are nothing but a mode of thought, you are yourself both the mark
impressed and the subject on which it is impressed2 ? Would it not
be an equally clever thing to urge, when I said that the technique
of Apelles was that by which his pictures were distinguished from
others, that it was nothing other than the pictures themselves :
that therefore those pictures were nothing but the technique, and
did not consist of matter at all, and that hence they were merely a
mode of painting, etc. ?

When, in order to disprove that we are made after the image of
God, you state its consequence, that God ivill there/ore have a human
form, and go on to recount all the particulars in which human
nature differs from the divine, is there anything cleverer in this
than if, in order to show that certain pictures by Apelles were not-
made after the likeness of Alexander, you were to allege that this
implied that Alexander was like a picture, whereas pictures were
composed of wood and paint, not of bones and flesh as Alexander is?
Now the nature of an image is not such that it is identical with
that of which it is an image in all particulars, but only that it
copies it in certain respects; and it is clear that that perfect power
of thought which we understand to be in God, is represented by
that less perfect faculty which we possess.

1 Above, p. 172.                          2 Above, p. 173.